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strokes are about the only part of my game 
I’m really good at,’’ she admits. 

‘‘She’s had a pretty easy time with prac-
tices up to this point, where she’s been able 
to turn it up and win matches,’’ says Evert. 
‘‘But now I’m trying to figure out how she 
can match that intensity during practice. At 
this point, I’m even ready to cut back on her 
practice time to foster that intensity. For 
Alli right now, quality is more important 
than quantity.’’

THE CHRISSIE FACTOR 
Although other tennis academies offer 

similarly competitive programs, here Baker 
is becoming a member of the Famed Evert 
family tennis tradition, which began with 
legendary tennis coach Jim Evert’s long-
time directorship of Fort Lauderdale’s public 
Holiday Park tennis program from which 
Chris Evert emanated. Indeed, it may have 
been the ‘‘Chrissie presence’’ that finally 
convinced the Bakers to make the move. 

Having a role model like Chris Evert, who 
won 18 grand slams and 159 tournaments be-
fore retiring in 1989, rifling balls at you from 
the other side of the net is unbelievable, 
Baker says. ‘‘I just love her. She comes out 
here to practice, and she still plays really 
hard. My mom says she would love to have 
her body.’’ 

But Baker and Evert are not two peas in a 
pod as far as playing style. Evert was known 
for staring her opponents down from the 
baseline, playing a cool-headed volley game. 
Fans recall her ‘‘icy stare’’ that unnerved 
some opponents enough to immobilize them. 
On the other hand, Baker loves to explode to 
the net with a tenacity that dad Bill Baker 
says has also yielded success in her doubles 
game. 

Indeed, as Baker has served, sliced and 
backhanded her way to the top of the 
rankings, from playing in tourneys from Rio 
de Janeiro to Paris, comparisons run more to 
former teenage phenomenon Monica Seles 
than to Evert or today’s young superstars 
like Serena and Venus Williams. ‘‘She has to 
play smarter because she’s not as big as 
some of the other players.’’ says her dad. 

Still, Baker’s skinny frame is mentioned 
as a potential liability, especially when 
matched against the new breed of power 
players such as the Williams sisters, who 
tower above their competitors. 

But don’t dismiss a growth spurt yet, says, 
Acuno, the USTA coach. ‘‘I’ve seen her in-
crease in size by a lot just this year,’’ he 
adds confidently, While Baker sometimes 
has trouble getting fired up for practice, she 
loves the weight room and working out. As 
part of her routine at Evert Tennis Acad-
emy, she endures a strenuous regimen along 
with nearly four hours of court time a day 
against some of the best young players in 
the world. 

Despite her early success, it’s still not ad-
vantage Baker. Most of her competitors were 
already enrolled in tennis academies when 
then 8-year-old Alli Baker started playing 
with her mom at Carolina Country Club, 
drawn more to the sport for the ‘‘cute out-
fits’’ than the competition. Other tennis kids 
get started way before that, as evidenced by 
a muffin-sized front-court player, perhaps 5 
years old, who spent two hours cranking 
backhands at her dad-slash-coach on a recent 
day at the academy. The girl rode her pink 
Barbie bike with training wheels off the 
court after the practice. In Baker’s case, 
however, her natural talents shone through 
right away, and she quickly made up for lost 
time. She started beating her mom as a 9-
year-old—showing right off the bat a natural 
inclination toward not just good tennis, but 
winning tennis. 

‘‘It was a little bit later when I started to 
really like the feeling of winning,’’ she says. 
‘‘Before that, it was just about the outfits 
and having fun with my friends.’’ 

That love for the game and the big win is 
now starting to pay off. 

* * * * *
Interest in Baker began to percolate two 

years ago, when USTA began sniffing around 
Raleigh, following rumors of a phenom-in-
the-making. After attending a few national 
camps and doing well in a number of regional 
tournaments, Baker bloomed for real last 
year. 

Locally, North Hills Tennis Club coach 
Nancy Arndt, Raleigh Racquet Club’s Mike 
Leonard and Rali Bakita, and a handful of 
other top-notch coaches worked on Baker’s 
fundamentals, knowing they had a potential 
star on their hands. But it was at the Ace 
Tennis Academy in Atlanta, where Leigh 
Baker would shuttle her daughter on week-
ends, that Baker culled those extra pointers 
that propelled last year’s successes. 

Before last summer, Baker had already 
won both singles and doubles at the coveted 
Easter Bowl, a triumph that sent her like a 
projectile to the top ranking in the USTA 
under-14 category. Against older girls up to 
age 16, Baker is still ranked number seven. 
Impressed with the wily Raleigh youngster, 
CBS included Baker in a segment called 
‘‘Top Spin’’ last summer, along with Pete 
Sampras and Serena Williams. 

The Easter Bowl victory led to Baker’s 
USTA National Champion ribbon. She fin-
ished third in the World Cup held in the 
Czech Republic last year. She was also a run-
ner-up in the Banana Bowl in Brazil, and a 
semi-finalist in the Acunsion Bowl in Para-
guay, and the Windmill Cup in the Nether-
lands. This year she is again on the U.S. Na-
tional Team and this spring worked her way 
into the doubles finals tourneys in London 
and France. Right now is when competitive 
circuits around the world are really starting 
to heat up. 

On top of the thrill of competition another 
boon to her meteoric rise into international 
tennis is the gang of cool friends. Baker is 
building around her. Currently, she e-mails a 
dozen friends in Russia and France, as well 
as her clan of pals and fans in Raleigh. 

CHALLENGER FROM QUEENS 

But Ally’s best friend on the ground in 
Boca right now is a gritty, 15-year-old power 
player from the blue-collar sky-line of 
Queens, Shadisha Robinson. The two squared 
off against each other last year where Baker 
came back from a deep deficit, unwound 
Robinson in a 7–6 second set and thrashed 
her 6–1 in the third. They’ve been best 
friends ever since. Evert uses the friendship 
to boost both players’ performance on the 
court: While Baker leans how to defend 
against pure power, Robinson gets a lesson 
in wiliness from the freckle-cheeked South-
erner. 

‘‘John doesn’t really play us together com-
petitively,’’ Baker says. ‘‘He knows we are 
good for each other as training partners, but 
he doesn’t want us to get too much of a ri-
valry going.’’

A straight-A student through primary and 
middle school, Baker is also managing to 
keep up with her academic work through it 
all. While vacationing at the beach last year. 
Retired Daniels Middle School teacher Lynn 
Reynolds heard about Baker’s decision to go 
to Florida. She immediately called up the 
family and volunteered to come out of re-
tirement and ‘‘sign up for the team’’ as a 
home schoolteacher. Reynolds and her young 

charge have since become close friends, con-
stantly in touch via e-mail and fax—the 
methods they also use to exchange home-
work assignments and tests. Daily, the 
teacher and student log onto the College 
Boards web site to work out a daily test 
question posted there—just to make sure 
Baker is ready for the SAT’s when that time 
comes. 

‘‘This high-tech teacher and student rela-
tionship has really been fun for both of us,’’ 
Reynolds say. ‘‘She’s a quick study and a 
very smart girl. We’ve become great friends. 
This is one of the best teaching assignments 
of my whole career.’’

In two short years, Baker has traveled 
from Prague to Paris, from Palm Springs to 
Rio. She says she’s enamored with this life-
style that a simple game has already given 
her. She misses her friends, but they’ll come 
visit, they promise. Everyone says they will. 

If the ‘‘tennis thing’’ doesn’t work out, 
Baker says, ‘‘with all the agents I’ve already 
met, I’ve got a chance with my singing’’—
country, that is, her backburner passion. Al-
ready the world has opened its doors to a tal-
ented Raleigh kid with enough sense to know 
that dreams are out there for the getting. ‘‘I 
mean, if this were to give me a leg up to go 
to a school like Stanford or Duke, then it’s 
already worth it,’’ she says. ‘‘Plus, just look 
at this place,’’ she adds, holding out her 
hands as if to weigh the fresh, precious Flor-
ida air. ‘‘This is prefect.’’

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Chair. I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TAX BREAKS 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, 
between last Friday and today, in the 
span of just 4 days, Republican Sen-
ators will pass tax breaks, overwhelm-
ingly targeted for the wealthy, that 
will cost the Treasury one and a half 
trillion dollars over the next 20 years. 
You would think that careful attention 
would be paid to the merits of these as-
tronomical tax giveaways before they 
are passed. Instead, they are being 
rammed through by a right-wing Re-
publican majority in Congress bent on 
rewarding the wealthy and ignoring 
the country’s true priorities that have 
a far greater claim on these enormous 
resources. 

What about prescription drug cov-
erage for millions of senior citizens 
under Medicare? I have just returned 
from Massachusetts where I met with 
the elderly people. They are asking, 
Will the Senate of the United States, 
will Congress, take action to provide 
some relief to the elderly people in my 
State and across the country? Really, 
the unfinished business of Medicare is 
the prescription drug program. We did 
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not debate that last Thursday and last 
Friday. We are not debating that issue 
today. We have basically said, let’s find 
out how we can give the one and a half 
trillion dollars away over the next 20 
years, instead of dealing with the Medi-
care issue on prescription drugs. 

What about greater Federal aid to 
education to help schools and colleges 
across the country and the students 
who attend them? We put into the 
RECORD last Friday the most recent 
studies of the Congressional Research 
Service that showed that by moving to 
smaller class sizes, there was an en-
hancement of academic achievement 
and accomplishment by students in 
California. That supports the STARS 
Program of Tennessee. Senator MUR-
RAY of the State of Washington has 
been our leader championing for small-
er class sizes, because we believe that 
that can be enormously important in 
enhancing academic achievement. If we 
do that, plus ensure that teachers get 
training and professional advancement 
in their classrooms, working to en-
hance their professionalism, we will 
see a very important, significant gain 
in academic achievement and accom-
plishment. 

We also know the value of after-
school programs, tutorials, and ac-
countability, as Senator BINGAMAN has 
talked about; the newer digital divide 
that Senator MIKULSKI has talked 
about; construction, the need to make 
sure our schools will be safe and secure 
and not crumbling, as so many of them 
are. But, no, we have set that aside. We 
are not going to have the resources to 
do that. Make no mistake about it, I 
say to American families, we have 
made enhancing academic achievement 
for our teachers, smaller class sizes, 
afterschool programs, a lesser priority 
than providing $1.5 trillion from the 
Federal Treasury to the wealthiest in-
dividuals. 

What about health insurance for the 
millions of hard-working Americans 
who have no coverage today? We made 
a downpayment in terms of the chil-
dren in the CHIP program in a bipar-
tisan way. We reach out to try to get 
coverage for their hard-working par-
ents, an increasing number of Ameri-
cans, who do not have health insur-
ance. But we have not put that on the 
agenda. We are not debating that here 
on the floor of the Senate. There will 
not be the resources to try to do that. 
We are saying we want $1.5 trillion for 
the wealthiest individuals. Health in-
surance for hard-working Americans is 
put aside. 

What about raising the minimum 
wage for millions of low-income Ameri-
cans, the 13 million Americans, the ma-
jority of whom are women who have 
children? It is a women’s issue, it is a 
children’s issue, and it is a civil rights 
issue because so many of these men 
and women are men and women of 
color. It is a fairness issue. People who 

work 40 hours a week, 52 weeks a year, 
should not have to live in poverty. No, 
we cannot debate that up here in the 
Senate. We can get tax breaks for the 
wealthiest individuals in this country, 
but we will not debate an increase in 
the minimum wage. We will not do it. 

I hope we are not going to hear long 
lectures from the other side about how 
we ought to be funding, now, the spe-
cial needs programs. We had great 
statements from the other side: We 
have failed in meeting our responsi-
bility to special needs children, to help 
local communities in the area of edu-
cation. We have heard that time in and 
time out, while we have been trying to 
do some of these other actions for chil-
dren in this country. We had an oppor-
tunity to pay for all those special 
needs children, but I did not hear from 
the other side that this is a priority. 
We did not hear it when they had the 
$780 billion tax cut 2 years ago, and we 
could have taken a fifth of that tax cut 
and funded special needs education for 
every child in this country for 10 years. 
No, no, that is not enough of a priority. 
We are not going to do it. Our tax cut 
is too important. We are going to give 
$1.5 trillion away without spending a 
single nickel on special needs children. 

The list goes on about protecting So-
cial Security and Medicare. Right now, 
I am sure there are scores of Members 
of the Congress and the Senate going 
on about how we ought to protect 
Medicare and Social Security. It is 
very clear what the priority has been 
in the Senate: $1.5 trillion, not to pro-
tect Medicare, not to protect Social 
Security, but to provide it to the 
wealthiest individuals in this country. 

That is what has happened over the 
period of these last 4 days, including a 
Sunday when we were not even here. 
All of these priorities and many more 
are being blatantly ignored by this Re-
publican Congress in their unseemly 
stampede to enact these tax breaks for 
the wealthy. Never, in the entire his-
tory of our country, has so much been 
given away so quickly to so few with so 
little semblance of fairness or even 
thoughtful consideration. 

I make that statement. I wait to be 
challenged on that. Never, never in the 
history of this body has so much been 
given away to so few, in such a short 
period of time, with such little sem-
blance of fairness and even thoughtful 
consideration. 

I hope we are not going to hear from 
the other side: We need to study these 
issues more carefully in our com-
mittee; this hasn’t been carefully con-
sidered by the committee—when they 
come out with that $1.5 trillion tax 
cut, that never even saw the light of 
day in committee, on the estate tax. 
Think of having a committee report, 
think of having a committee discus-
sion, think of having some debate 
about what the implications of this 
might be in terms of a wide range of 

different issues? Absolutely not. We 
just took it, faced it, and passed it. 

So it goes on. Plums for the rich and 
crumbs for everyone else will be the ep-
itaph of this Republican Congress. It’s 
a dream Congress for the superwealthy 
and their special interest friends, and a 
nightmare Congress for hard-working 
families across America. 

The Republican’s trillion-dollar tax 
breaks will eminently deserve the veto 
that President Clinton is about to give 
them. The Republicans fail to honestly 
weigh the nation’s priorities, and I be-
lieve that this is an irresponsible and 
reckless way to legislate. Some may 
view it as good political theater, red 
meat for the Republican right wing on 
the eve of the Republican convention. 
But it is a disservice to all Americans 
because it prevents action on the many 
true priorities facing this Nation. 

I suspect that Americans who see and 
understand what is happening here this 
week in Washington will ask a single 
question: What if George W. Bush were 
in the White House? He would sign 
these irresponsible tax break monstros-
ities, and the nation would suffer for 
years to come. 

I suspect that millions of Americans 
who see what is happening here would 
say: No thanks, we don’t need a Con-
gress that would pass such irrespon-
sible legislation—and we certainly 
don’t need a President who would sign 
it. 

Last Friday’s estate tax bill gave $250 
billion to America’s 400 wealthiest 
families, yet this same $250 billion 
would buy 10 years of prescription drug 
coverage for 11 million senior citizens 
who don’t have access to coverage now. 
Our senior citizens face a crisis today. 
The extraordinary promise of fuller 
and healthier lives offered by new dis-
coveries in medicine is often beyond 
their reach. They need help to afford 
the life-saving, life-changing miracle 
drugs that are increasingly available. 
Cutting a trillion dollars from the fed-
eral budget clearly jeopardizes our 
ability to add a prescription drug ben-
efit to Medicare. 

Today, in schools across the country, 
students face over-crowded classrooms, 
teachers go without adequate training, 
school buildings are crumbling, and vi-
olence is a constant threat. One would 
think that at some opportunity over 
these past few days we would have de-
bated what most families are con-
cerned about, as well as insuring aca-
demic achievement for their children 
in a safe and secure area. 

No, we are denied that opportunity. 
We cannot debate that. We are told 
somehow that it is not relevant. It is 
relevant to what parents care about, 
which is their children in school. I 
daresay it is a lot more relevant than 
the fact that we will be giving $1.5 tril-
lion, $250 billion of which will go to the 
400 wealthiest families. It is a lot more 
relevant to their lives than that other 
factor, the giveaway. 
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Yet, Republicans are rushing through 

a trillion dollars in tax cuts without 
serious consideration of what it means 
for the nation’s unmet education 
needs. Today, the booming economy is 
helping many Americans, but those 
who work day after day at the min-
imum wage are falling farther and far-
ther behind. A recent study by the pro-
business Conference Board finds that 
the number of working poor is actually 
rising, in spite of the record prosperity. 
The number of working poor families 
who seek emergency help in soup 
kitchens and food pantries across the 
nation is far ahead of the ability of 
agencies to meet their needs. 

Read the reports from last week 
about what is happening to children in 
our society. The total number of poor 
children has gone down by about a per-
centage point, a point and a half, 
maybe, in the last 2 years. But the ones 
who are living in poverty are living in 
deeper poverty than they have ever ex-
perienced. 

We are finding an increased number 
of children who are not being immu-
nized against basic diseases, and here 
we are cutting $1.5 trillion, when we 
are not immunizing our children and 
cannot find ways to make those pro-
grams workable and effective. We are 
not debating that and trying to find 
ways to improve it. 

The cost of rental housing is sky-
rocketing in most cities because of the 
economic boom, but the wages of mil-
lions of families who need that housing 
has failed to keep pace. 

My colleague and friend from Massa-
chusetts, JOHN KERRY, made this case 
so well last week to, effectively, a deaf 
audience in the Senate. Cutting tax 
revenues by a trillion and half dollars 
jeopardizes our ability to respond to 
these needs. 

The American people cry out for ac-
tion on many other basic priorities, 
but the tax breaks being passed by the 
Republican Congress would make fair 
action on all those priorities virtually 
impossible. Republicans are well aware 
that their tax-cutting extravaganza 
would not survive if it were honestly 
weighed against the nation’s real prior-
ities. That is why Republicans resort 
to gross distortion of the facts. 

They apply the phony label ‘‘death 
tax’’ of trying to deal with family 
farms and small businesses. Repub-
licans told story after story about how 
the estate tax hurts owners of small 
businesses and family farms. Our 
Democratic alternative would grant 
them protection, but it wasn’t enough 
for Republicans. Their position was to 
basically hold small business owners 
and small farmers hostage until they 
could get the larger breaks for the 
largest estates and the wealthiest indi-
viduals in the country. 

They know this President is going to 
veto this measure, and instead of truly 
doing something that would benefit 

those small family farms and small 
businesses, they say: Oh, we would 
rather have it vetoed. We will serve 
those small family farms up rather 
than deal with them. They know this is 
true in the marriage tax penalty as 
well. 

Listen to this: They apply the phony 
label ‘‘marriage tax penalty’’ to the 
current bill even though 58 percent of 
the tax cuts go to couples who pay no 
marriage penalty at all. Do my col-
leagues hear that? Fifty-eight percent 
of the benefits of this measure, accord-
ing to the Joint Tax Committee, a 
measure which we will start voting at 
6:30 this evening, will go to couples 
who pay no marriage tax penalty at 
all. 

The Democrats have a simple alter-
native to address the marriage penalty: 
Let them file as a single person if it 
will mean it lowers their taxes. What 
in the world could be simpler than 
that? If one is paying more because of 
their marriage situation as a result of 
commingling of the funds, Democrats 
say: OK, file as single individuals. That 
will solve it. There is no red tape and 
no administrative bureaucracy. It is 
simple. It meets a particular challenge. 

The Republicans: Oh, no. We want 
our program which will provide this ex-
traordinary windfall to the wealthiest 
individuals. 

Our Democratic alternative would 
cost $11 billion a year less than the Re-
publican bill—but it would provide 
greater marriage tax penalty relief to 
families with incomes below $150,000 a 
year. But, our sensible Democratic ap-
proach does not overwhelmingly ben-
efit the wealthy so the Republicans re-
ject it. Republicans intentionally de-
signed their bill to give 78 percent of 
the total tax savings to the wealthiest 
20 percent of taxpayers. 

Ending the marriage tax penalty is a 
thinly veiled pretext to their latest in-
stallment of massive tax breaks for the 
wealthy. We saw the same tactics dur-
ing the debate on the estate tax. We 
heard story after story of how the es-
tate tax will hurt owners of small busi-
nesses and family farms. 

I found Senator CONRAD’s presen-
tation of our Democratic alternative 
compelling and effective, virtually un-
challenged on the floor of the Senate. 
Oh, yes, there was a challenge saying: 
Look, why are we supporting that be-
cause all of the various groups evi-
dently support the Republican posi-
tion? 

I thought that was very interesting 
coming after our debate on HMO re-
form where we had 330 organizations 
support our HMO reform, and this par-
ticular Senate voted against it when 
they did not have a single one sup-
porting their proposal and the re-
sponses by Senator CONRAD were re-
sponsive to this challenge. 

They are holding small businesses 
and farmers hostage to their flagrant 

scheme to help the super-rich even 
while they talk piously of helping the 
middle class. 

This Republican Congress is the tril-
lion-dollar-travesty Congress. Fortu-
nately, President Clinton and AL GORE 
are here—in this case, President Clin-
ton—with a veto pen to burst their 
bubble. But thank goodness that work-
ing families, middle-income families, 
have a President who really cares 
about the economic and financial situ-
ation in this country. 

I take pride that I was one of 11 
Members of the Senate who voted 
against the Reagan tax cut that took 
us from $400 billion to $4 trillion in 
debt. That is why I am always inter-
ested in listening to those on the other 
side talk about what wonderful eco-
nomic programs we have had over the 
recent times. 

Let me finally use these charts to 
demonstrate, once again, what this re-
peal of the estate tax will cost. It is $55 
billion per year that we are effectively 
giving the wealthiest individuals by 
the year 2010. This could fund every 
program in the Department of Edu-
cation. 

We are not saying that just throwing 
money at it answers all the problems. 
But it is a pretty clear indication 
about what a nation’s priorities are, 
about how we are going to allocate re-
sources. We could have fully done that, 
funded all of education, on this. We 
could have funded the total cost of pre-
scription drug medicines for every ben-
eficiary and had $15 billion left over. 
We could have had funding for all the 
beneficiaries, for all of our senor citi-
zens. We could have provided the fund-
ing for the $20 billion which takes care 
of all the medical research in the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, and you 
would still have $35 billion left. 

This is an indication of priorities. 
This is another indication. 

This chart depicts that from the Re-
publican estate tax, those who are 
going to benefit from it, benefit from it 
to the average of $268,000. All we are 
trying to get is a Medicare prescription 
drug benefit that will be valued for our 
senior citizens at $900. 

Here it is: $268,000, by 2010, for those 
who will benefit under the Republican 
tax cut. All we are trying to do is get 
$900 for our senior citizens, our 40 mil-
lion senior citizens we will have at that 
time. Or to put it another way, the 
beneficiaries will have the estates 
worth $2.3 million. The people we are 
trying to help average $13,000 a year. 
They are the people we are trying to 
look out for. 

This is the contrast. I believe, as I 
have said, never has so much been 
given to so few in such a short period 
of time—without, I think, the fair, ade-
quate national debate or discussion in 
terms of what is really necessary, in 
terms of meeting the human needs of 
families in this country, the edu-
cational needs, the health needs, of 
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what is needed in terms of housing for 
working families and what is necessary 
in terms of prescription drugs. 

How are we going to have clean air? 
How are we going to have clean water? 
How are we going to clean up the 
brownfields? How are we going to make 
sure people are going to continue to 
have an opportunity to work in em-
ployment and have the training and 
the skills in order to be able to com-
pete in the new economy? 

All of those priorities have been 
washed away. With $1.3 trillion, we 
would be able to provide the invest-
ments for the American people. We 
have given that away. We have given 
that away without adequate and fair 
consideration of these priorities. I wel-
come the fact that we have a President 
who is going to veto those measures. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001—Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-
ERTS). The Senator from Rhode Island. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3798 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I have 

amendment No. 3798 at the desk, and I 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. REED] 
proposes an amendment numbered 3798.

Mr. REED. I ask unanimous consent 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase funding for weather-

ization assistance grants, with an offset) 

On page 182, beginning on line 9, strike 
‘‘$761,937,000’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘$138,000,000’’ on line 17 and insert 
‘‘$769,937,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $2,000,000 shall be derived by 
transfer from unobligated balances in the 
Biomass Energy Development account and 
$8,000,000 shall be derived by transfer of a 
proportionate amount from each other ac-
count for which this Act makes funds avail-
able for travel, supplies, and printing ex-
penses: Provided, That $172,000,000 shall be for 
use in energy conservation programs as de-
fined in section 3008(3) of Public Law 99–509 
(15 U.S.C. 4507): Provided further, That not-
withstanding section 3003(d)(2) of Public Law 
99–509, such sums shall be allocated to the el-
igible programs as follows: $146,000,000’’. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that Senator KENNEDY 
and Senator SCHUMER be added as co-
sponsors of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, this 
amendment would provide an addi-
tional $8 million for the Department of 
Energy’s Weatherization Assistance 
Program. 

Across the country this summer, 
Americans have faced unacceptably 
high gasoline prices. Last winter, our 
constituents, particularly in the 
Northeast, saw extraordinary increases 
in home heating oil prices. 

Members of this body have offered 
various proposals to address this issue, 
ranging from urging OPEC to increase 
production; increasing domestic crude 
oil production, by drilling in new areas; 
building up our refining capacity; and 
expanding our use of ethanol and alter-
native fuels. Essentially, all of these 
proposals are supply side proposals, in-
creasing the supply of energy. 

In fact, we are reaching a point now 
where the proposal to encourage OPEC 
might be running out of time. I note 
that the Saudi Arabians are asking for 
a meeting of OPEC in the next few 
days, because if there is not a meeting 
immediately, even if there is an in-
crease in production, it will be insuffi-
cient in terms of reaching our markets 
for the winter heating season. 

All of these supply side proposals are 
interesting, but we are neglecting an 
important aspect of the overall com-
position of the heating market—and 
that is demand. 

The weatherization program goes 
right to this critical issue of demand. 
By weatherizing homes, by making 
them more energy efficient, we are lit-
erally cutting down the demand for en-
ergy, and typically foreign energy. 

As Congress debates these proposals 
for supply relief, we should also start 
thinking seriously about demand re-
duction. That is critically involved in 
the whole issue of energy efficiency 
and weatherization. At the same time, 
our weatherization program protects 
the most vulnerable people in our soci-
ety because they are aimed at the el-
derly, individuals with disabilities, 
children, all of them being subject to 
huge increases in heating costs, not 
only in the wintertime—that is the 
case in the Northeast—but in the 
Southeast and Southwest and the very 
hot parts of this country in the sum-
mertime. 

In fact, it was not too long ago—sev-
eral years ago—in Chicago where there 
was an extraordinary heat spell. People 
literally died because they could not 
afford to keep their air-conditioners 
running, if they had air-conditioning. 
Or they could not afford to keep paying 
exorbitant energy costs because their 
homes were inefficient in terms of re-
taining the cool air from air-condi-
tioning. So this is a program that cuts 
across the entire country. 

The Weatherization Assistance Pro-
gram supports the weatherization of 
over 70,000 low-income homes each 
year. To date, over 5 million American 
homes have been weatherized with Fed-
eral funds, and also local funds, which 
must be part of the formula in order to 
provide this type of assistance for 
American homes. 

Last December, I had a chance to 
witness this program in action. I was 
in Providence, RI, with Secretary of 
Energy Bill Richardson. We went to a 
low-income home in Providence. In 
just a few hours, a contractor was able 
to blow in insulation between the 
walls; they were able to caulk windows 
and doorways; they were able to con-
duct tests to ensure that the energy ef-
ficiency of the structure had increased 
dramatically. 

This was a home of a family of first-
generation Americans. They had come 
from Southeast Asia in the turmoil of 
the war in Southeast Asia. The father 
was in his late 40s, early 50s, and had 
several children—all of them American 
success stories. The children were in 
college. His mother was living with 
them. She was disabled, suffering from 
Alzheimer’s. 

This is typically the type of fami-
lies—low-income families, struggling, 
working hard with jobs, trying to get 
kids through college—who are the 
beneficiaries of this program. It is an 
excellent program. It is a program that 
is terribly needed by these low-income 
families. 

Typically, low-income families will 
spend about 15 percent of their income 
on heat—or in the summer, air-condi-
tioning—more than four times the av-
erage of more affluent families. Over 90 
percent of the households that are 
served by this weatherization program 
have annual incomes of less than 
$15,000. This is a program that works. 
It works for these individual families. 

Not only that, it also works for us. It 
creates jobs. About 8,000 jobs through-
out the country have been created be-
cause of this weatherization program. 
It also saves us from consuming and 
wasting energy. 

I argue, as I have initially, one 
should look at the supply side com-
plications of the energy crisis. One 
should implore OPEC to increase pro-
duction. One should have sensible prob-
lems to ensure supply. But if we ne-
glect the demand part of the equation, 
we are not only missing the boat, but I 
think we are deficient in our responsi-
bility to formulate a comprehensive 
approach to energy efficiency in this 
country. 

In 1996, the budget was $214 million, 
but because of cuts generated by the 
Contract With America, and other pro-
posals, it dipped down to about $111 
million—a significant cut. This was 
one of those programs that was dev-
astated by the budget policies of the 
mid-1990s. 

Since that time, we have added 
money back because, again, I believe 
this body particularly recognizes both 
the fairness and the efficiency of this 
program. But still we are at about $135 
million in fiscal year 2000. 

That is still 37 percent below the 1996 
figure. 
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